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KATYAYANA AND PATANJALI: 

THEIR RELATION TO EACH OTHER AND TO PAN1NI. 


Among all the European scholars who have been engaged in 
the study of the works of the. Sanskrit grammarians, no one has 
more patiently, minutely, and thoroughly examined the Mahfi- 
bhashya, than the late Prof. Goldstiickcr. His essay on PAijini 
betrays a familiarity with the work of Patanjali to which no 
other scholar has as yet attained, and which few are likely to 
acquire in the future. It is on this account that the views which 
have been expressed by Prof. Goldstiickcr regarding the MahA- 
bhAshya, arc deserving of the highest consideration; but the 
very weight which justly attaches to that scholar’s opinions, at 
the same time imposes on those who may devote themselves 
to grammatical studies after him, the duty of independently 
examining and testing their value, and of publicly discussing 
such doubts and objections as may occur to them in the course 
of their own reading. And the adoption of such a course 
appears to be the more called for, when we find that not only 
have some of the views held by Prof. Goldstucker been appa¬ 
rently widely adopted without such examination, but that 
views have even been ascribed to him which arc at variance with 
those to which he has actually given expression in his 1 PAnini.' 

In an article on the MahAbhAshya published in the Indian 
Antiquary, vol. V., page 241, I ventured to express some 
doubts as to whether the nature and the object of the VArttikas 
of KAtyAyana and of the MahAbhAshya of Patanjali had been 
correctly described by other scholars. I would gladly have 
deferred discussion on this point to the time when I might 
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have been enabled to subject the whole of the Mah&bhAshya to 
a thorough and searching examination; but having been led 
publicly to question the accuracy of others, I feel bound to lay 
before the reader such objections to the current views regard¬ 
ing the works of KAtyAyana and Patanjali, as have led me to 
doubt their correctness. 

On pp. 119—121 of his essay on PAnini, Prof. Goldstiicker 
has described the nature and the object of the VArttikas of 
KAtyAyana and of the work of Patanjali in the following para¬ 
graphs :— 

4 “The characteristic feature of aVftrttika," says Nftgo- 
jibhafta, 11 is criticism in regard to that which is omitted 
or imperfectly expressed in a SAtra.” ( Note: NAgoj i- 

bhatfa on Kaiyyata.*lfWKf*rfa I 

). A V&rttika of Kfitydyana is therefore 
not a commentary which explains, but an animadversion 
which completes.’ In proposing to himself to write VArtti- 
kas on PiVpini, KAtyAyana did not mean to justify and to 
defend the rules of PAnini, but to find fault with them; 
and whoever has gone through his work must avow that 

he has done so to his heart’s content’.' KAtyA- 

yana, in short, does not leave the impression of an ad¬ 
mirer or friend of PAriini, but that of an antagonist — 

often, too, of an unfair antagonist ’. 

'The position of Patanjali is analogous, though not 
identical. Far from being a commentator on PAi^ini, he 
also could more properly be called an author of VArttikas. 
But as he has two predecessors to deal with instead of one 
and two predecessors, too, one of whom is an adversary of 
the other,—his Great Commentary undergoes, of necessity, 
the influence of the double task he has to perform, now 
of criticising PAnini and then of animadverting upon 
KAtyAyana. Therefore, in order to show where he coin¬ 
cided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of 
KAtyAyana, he had to write a comment on the VArttikas 
of this latter grammarian; and thus the Mahabhashya 
became not only a commentary in the-ordinary sen^e of 
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the word, but also, as the case might be, a critical dis¬ 
cussion, on the Varttikas of Katyiiyana ; while its Ishtis , 
on the other hand, are original Varttikas on such Sfttras 
of Panini as called for his own remarks.’ 

‘ 1 have already mentioned that Patanjali often refutes 
the strictures of Katyfiyana and takes the part of Pa¬ 
nini '. 

‘His object being, like that of Katyayana, merely a criti¬ 
cal one, Patanjali comments upon the Varttikas of KfityA- 
yana, because such a comment of his implies, of necessity, 
criticisms, either on Panini or on Katyayana; and, in 
consequence, no Vfirttika could be left unnoticed by him. 
Again, independently of Katyayana, he writes his own 
Varttikas to Sfttras not sufficiently or not at all animad¬ 
verted upon by the latter grammarian, because they, too, 
are criticisms, viz. on PAyini.' 

Prof. Weber, in his article on the Mahftbh&shya (Indischi 
Studicn, vol. XIII.) has adopted Prof. Goldstiickcr's view 
regarding the nature of K&tyayana’s Vfirttika*, but to the same 
scholar’s remarks on the work of Patanjali he appears to have 
given a meaning, against which Prof. Goldstiickcr would seem 
to have distinctly and repeatedly guarded himself. On page 
297 Prof. Weber writes:— 

* Through Goldstiickcr .... we then learnt that Pa¬ 
tanjali behaves much less like a commentator on PAnini 
than like a defender of the latter against the unjust attacks 
of KAtyAyana, the author of the VArttikas. And this view 
is indeed fully borne out by appearances.' 

On page 298 Prof. Weber speaks of KAtyayana as 
attacking or combating the Sfttras of Paying and of Patanjali 
as refuting the V&rttikas of Katyayana. - 

On page 321 Prof. Weber says:— 

* The red thread which runs through the work ( i.e . the 
MahAbhAshya) is—and on this Goldstiickcr was the first to 
lay particular stress—the,polemic against the VArttikakAra;' 

and on the same page he speaks of the Sfttras as attacked by 
KAtyAyana. 
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On page 399 Prof. Weber writes: 4 He (i.e. K&tyAyana) 
it is to combat whom is the special object of the Bhftshya 
and he tells us that the BhSshya contains the Vftrttikas ' toge¬ 
ther with their refutation’ by Patanjali. 

Finally, on page 502 Prof. Weber asks: ‘ What business 
have Kfityayana's VArttikas, whose object it surely is to attack 
Panini’s Sfttras, in the introduction of the Bh&shya ?’ 

While, then, according to Prof. Goldstiicker, Patanjali com¬ 
mented on the VArttikas of KAtyAyana in order to show where 
he coincided with, or where he differed from, the criticisms of 
that grammarian, frequently attaching, at the same time, to quote 
another passage from the essay on PAnini, 1 his own critical 
remarks to the emendations of KAtyAyana, often in support of 
the views of the latter ,’ Prof. Weber maintains, apparently 
on the authority of Prof. Goldstiicker, that the VArttikas of 
KAtyAyana have been refuted by Patanjali. And Prof. Weber 
is not the only scholar who has given this meaning to Prof. 
Goldstiicker’s words. For Dr. Burnell in his essay On the 
Aindra School, likewise describes the relation to each other of 
KAtyAyana and Patanjali in the following terms (page 91) 

• KAtyAyana criticised PAnini, and Patanjali replied in justifi¬ 
cation of the latter,’ (and on page 92) 4 the Mah&bh&shya is . . . 
a skilful compilation of the views of PAnini’s critics and of 
their refutation by Patanjali.’ 

Setting aside for the present the work of Patanjali, it would 
appear from the above quotations, that Prof. Goldstiicker and 
Prof. Weber arc agreed in regarding KAtyAyana as an anta¬ 
gonist or, to speak more accurately, as an unfair antagonist 
of PAnini, and that both these scholars arc of opinion that 
KAtyAyana had no other motive in composing the Vftrttikas than 
to attack, or to find fault with, the Sfttras of his predecessor. 
If we try to examine how far this view of the literary activity of 
Katyayana may be correct, we meet at the very outset of our 
enquiry with the difficulty that neither Prof. Goldstiicker nor 
Prof. Weber has furnished us with a test by which to recog¬ 
nise the VArttikas of KatyAyana, that neither scholar has shown 
to us a way of reconstructing out of the MahAbhfishya, as we 
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find it in our MSS, the work of KAtyAyana as it must have existed 
before it was by Patanjali embodied in his own work. And 
not only have both withheld from us their guidance in deciding 
this most important and fundamental question, but they have 
incidentally ventured on statements the adoption of which, in 
my opinion, would be sure to mislead, and have in individual 
cases expressed opinions opposed to those which are unani¬ 
mously held by the native grammarians. • 

It is true Prof. Goldstiicker commences his description of 
the nature and the object of KAty Ay ana's Vftrttikas with NAgoji- 
bhatta’s definition of the term but it must be apparent 

that that definition, even supposing it to have been rightly under¬ 
stood, can be of but little value in determining what are K&- 
tyAy ana's VArttikas, for we find it stated by Prof. Goldstiicker 
that the MahAbhAshya contains not only KAtyAyana’s VArttikas, 
but also VArttikas of Patanjali. Moreover, no reader of the 
essay on PAnini can fail to perceive that practically Prof. 
Goldstiicker has little heeded NAgojtbhafta’s definition, and 
that he frequently, and I may add, correctly, has prefixed the 
words V&rttika or K&ty&yana to remarks which justify and 
teach the proper application of, without in any way taking 
exception to, the SAtras to which they refer. Turning to in¬ 
cidental notices, we find that in a note on page 29 Prof. Gold¬ 
stiicker speaks of the usual addition of KAtyfiyana ffa 
in reality this phrase appears to be entirely foreign to the 
style of KAtyAyana, and occurs either in the original remarks 
of Patanjali, or in the explanations given by this scholar of 
Kfity Ay ana’s VArttikas. Nor is another statement (in a note on 
page 23) that f KAtyAyana never gives instances ' less liable to 
objection, for there are VArttikas, on P. I, 1, 39 and other 
rules, which lay down general rules and at the same time give 
instances . 

Prof. Weber has adopted Prof. Goldstiicker’s rendering of 
the definition of the term VArttika, and on the strength of 
that definition so understood, he apparently is inclined to 
deny, that VArttikas occur in the first Ahnika of the Maha- 
bhAshya, vis., because no Sfttras of PAnini's are treated of in 
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that Ahnika, and because therefore there is as yet no occasion 
for finding fault with PAnini. Though I have found reason to 
admire their thorough knowledge of the MahnbhAshya, 1 am by 
no means inclined to assert that men like Kaiyata, Bhattojidik- 
shita, and Nagojibhatta are free from error. But when I see that 
those scholars unanimously call certain statements whifch we 
meet with in the first Ahnika, by the name VArttika, while at 
the same time they adhere to the current definition of that term 
as recorded by Nagojibhatta, I in the first instance feel strongly 
moved to question whether the force of that definition has been 
rightly apprehended by Prof. Goldstiicker. And when Prof. 
Weber justifies his doubts as to whether the words zpjr 
fffcg in the first Ahnika are part of a VArttika, by stating that 
the same words in other passages in which they occur (vis. on 
pages 28A, 4$a, x36^ of the first volume of the Lith. Ben. 
Edn., and on P. VI, 1, 84) are certain/}' not VArttikas, I can 
only reply that the sentence ending with jpjt on 

page 28A is called a VArttika by Kaiyata, and that I consider 
those words as part of Vurttikas in the remaining passages 
also. On page 399 (Ind. Stud. XIII.) Prof. Weber states that 
on the whole t\\e Varttikas of KAtyfiyana are easily detected 
in the MahAbhAshya, because as a rule they are followed by a 
short paraphrase which ends with the word or 
This would seem to be an improvement on Prof. Goldstuc- 
kcr's remark concerning ffa but it contains no test by 

which to recognize all the VArttikas of KAtyAyana or even 
most of them; nor did Prof. Weber intend to lay down a 
general rule. Moreover, Prof. Weber, too, has'regarded as 
VArttikas statements of Patanjali which end with *fjr *•*<•**(■ 
So far as we know at present, the Varttikas of KAtyAyana 
do not exist separately in MS. MSS. which profess to give the 

Srtmadbhagavat-KAtyAyanavirachita-varttikapatha are indeed 

to be met with in different and widely distant parts of India,*but 
a very superficial examination is sufficient to prove that the VArt- 
tikapAtha which they contain, has been compiled and, 1 have no 


* A so-called Vurtikapalhah has also been printed at Benares. 
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hesitation in saying, very carelessly compiled from the Maha- 
bh&shya at a comparatively modern date. Nor do the commen¬ 
tators on the Mah&bh&shya, or other scholars who have written 
on Panini, render us any very great assistance in reconstructing 
the work of Kntyayana, for. they only occasionally contrast 
the views of Patanjali with those of the VArttikakara, and 
they tell us only incidentally that a particular statement is a 
V&rttika or belongs to Kntyayana. And Patanjali himself, 
the author of the Great Commentary, is even more reticent. 

In attempting then to determine which arc the Vftrttikas 
of KAtyftyana, we are mainly left to our own resources. Given 
the MahAbhAshya, which in accordance with the tradition handed 
down to us and to judge from incidental remarks that occur 
in the work itself, contains both VArttikas of KAtyAyana and 
original matter contributed by Patanjali, we must attempt to 
find out whether there is anything in the method and the style 
of the work that would enable us to separate the former from 
the latter. In making an attempt of this nature, we may 
avail ourselves of the assistance rendered to us by the later 
native grammarians—not indeed on account of any traditional 
knowledge, which they may or may not have been possessed 
of, but because they evince a familiarity with the work of 
Patanjali in which they will never again be equalled,—and if the 
result to which our enquiry may lead should happen to coincide 
with their views, such accordance will tend to assure us that 
our attempt has not been entirely vain or fruitless. In 
this spirit and from this point of view I have examined that 
portion of the Mahftbhfishya which treats of the rules in the 
first Padaof Pacini’s grammar; the results which I have 
arrived at in the course of that examination I have tested by 
applying them in the later portions, and having found them 
confirmed, I now submit them to the judgment of others. 

II. 

The first thing sure to arrest the attention of the student of 
the Mahabhashya, is in my opinion this, that the method of 
discussion followed in it, is distinctly two-fold. If we examine 
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that part of the work which treats of the rules in the first Pada 
of the Ashtadhyuyi, we find that in the case of some rules the 
discussion is begun, continued, and ended in a series of short 
epigrammatic sentences. The paraphrases which invariably 
accompany these sentences, and the explanatory remarks which 
are sometimes added, form no integral part of the discussion. 
They facilitate the understanding of the sentences to which 
they are attached; but an intelligent reader might supply 
them for himself. They contribute nothing to the discussion 
of which at first sight they seem to form a part. 

On the other hand, there are other rules in the discussion of 
which such short sentences accompanied by paraphrase and 
explanatory remarks, are completely wanting. Wherever this 
is the case, every part of the discussion is essentially necessary, 
and nothing could have been omitted without either breaking 
the continuity of the discussion, or depriving the student of 
information which no mere exegetical ability of his could have 
supplied him with. 

As instances of rules where the former method has been 
exclusively adopted I cite P. I, i. io, 48, 54 , 60, and 71; as 
instances for the latter P. I, i, 14, 25, 28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 55, 
74 and 75. 

On P. I, 1, 10 all essential points of the discussion arc 
contained in the following sentences:— 

(a) I 

(*) I 

(<t) 11 
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On P. I, r, 54 in the following single sentence:— 

ft: ft qftfr qrer- 

^r: II 

On P. I, i, 6o in the following sentences:— 


(*) I 

(*) | 

(f) ^ *T<qq<Wqqfffaq: | 



On P. I, i, ji in the following:— 

(a) srrftr^q q>?ftqtfq<qq: I 

(*) fat <qrfcftqr to q»*r.q^f*r |. 

(0 tfqfaror$®fr 11 

I select the discussion on this last rule as an instance to 
show that all that has been stated regarding that rule of P&- 
nini’s in the Mah&bhftshya is really contained in the three sen¬ 
tences which I have pointed out, and that what we find besides 
is paraphrase and explanatory remark. The whole Bhflshya 
on P. I, i, 71 WTflT^T SW runs thus :— 

| fcqqrqqj 

\\ q ft tffa-qf far'fqqFt II 

f^3T FTrfefTTT TO q^q^f?T II 

fa^d^ | qrq*^ | ^PfPf: FH’q q 

FTFT W^FF^q-Rf q=qT5qq; || 

TOf^T5T^qf spnr 11 

tfqfaiqr^qT | qqqr I FRft qtfqstf forft- 

^faqsqfaft I q qt^q% F*W qrqft *qfaqf*?q#fa 
^np^rq qrq^ qrqsq w*t qq q?q fqitfq | qqfaqrcqT- 
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I A *rfr *r 

arrf^T^ ?fr ^ *r^ft ?rer ^ ^ II 

To show how this method differs from that which has been 
followed on P. 1 , 1,14 and the other rules enumerated above, 
in the discussion on which we meet with no sentences that arc 
accompanied by paraphrase and explanatory remarks, I cite 
for the sake of brevity the Bhfishya on P. I, 1, 25 and 30. 

p. i, 1,25:—^ II ft (k s 

tfsrrri ^ I I I 

c^w^tsTPfT M<jkrcr I I ^r^rr 

«ri^nr I w Tsrf^rprt tfwtfsrrTr 

sr I sfa II 

p. 1, i, 30:—11 *nrr*r *i% ihm- 

qifof |%R^J^| ^ trr?TTOf^Wf *rfk- 

yrf'f <r<rrft ^Nrrpet I ^nro^iHrw- 
mt w*i\ II ^nrr *nrra- yr: fnrrfr- 

^t T TT^ W faSTl^T I ^ *TftT|- 4t- 
TfaTHPT: I ijtfkf | g^^TRTHT^ tfkw- 

=T I wjWk ^ tfrorrjjfk I *rr 

>r^ik I h$r 35k frrm&r 35k II 

If we now ask whether there is anything in the nature or in 
the object of the remarks on the two sets of rules cited above 
which could have induced the author of the Mahabh&shya to 
adopt two distinctly different methods of discussion, we are 
bound to answer in the negative. For the object of the dis¬ 
cussions on P. I, i, 10, &c., is no other than that of the discus¬ 
sions on P. I, i, 14, &c., either to defend Panini against objec- 


( II ) 


tions which might be raised or have actually been raised, or to 
show the real meaning and the scope of his rules, or to prove 
that a particular rule need not have been given, &c. Nor is it 
the extent of the remarks appended to P. &c. that could 

have induced Patanjali to sum up, as it were, the discussion in a 
few short sentences, which, it might be argued, arc more easily 
remembered by the student than long discussions void of 
such summary sentences ; for the remarks attached to some of 
the rules contained in the second set are even more lengthy 
than those attached to some rules of the first set. 

Now 1 am well aware of the fact that there have lived 
authors in India who have furnished us with commentaries on 
works composed by themselves, and if Patanjali had carried on 
his discussions on Pnnini’s rules throughout his whole work in 
the manner which he follows, c.g. on P. I, i, 10, I would 
admit the possibility of his belonging to that class of authors. 
But it appears to me extremely unlikely that the same scholar 
in the composition of one and the same work should, for no dis¬ 
cernible reason whatsoever, have followed two methods of dis¬ 
cussion so different as those which Patanjali would seem to 
have adopted in the MahAbhushya, and the only way in which I 
am able to account for such an apparent inconsistency is by 
assuming that in the discussions on P. I, i, 10, &c., Patanjali 
has simply paraphrased and commented on the words of 
another scholar, while in those on P. I, 1,14, &c. he has given 
us his own original remarks on Pfiiiini’s Sfttras. In other 
words, I would venture to assume that those short sentences 
on P. I, 1, 10, &c., by means of which the discussion is car¬ 
ried on from beginning to end, and which we find paraphrased 
and explained in the Mahobhfishya, are not of Patanjali’s 
own authorship, but form part of the work of another scholar 
on which, in these instances, the author of the Mahnbhashya 
is merely commenting. And this assumption is rendered the 
more probable when we find that the author of the Mah&bhA- 
shya in the discussion on one of the rules which I have instanced 
above, on P. I, 1, 10, docs not merely give us his own in¬ 
terpretation of the sentences STSfTwr: 
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•sspmr^&c., but also quotes, after having done so, the inter¬ 
pretation by another (mr) of the very same sentences, which 
interpretation, in some respects, materially differs from his 
own. Such a proceeding of his would, in my opinion, be 
altogether inexplicable, were the sentences &c. 

of Patanjali’s own authorship. Of whose authorship they are, 
1 will not at present stop to enquire. 1 content myself with 
stating that the sentences (a) and (b) on P. I, l, io are 
called V&rttika by Bhattojidikshita in his 6abdakaustubha, 
that (c) and (d) on the same rule are ascribed to the V&rttika- 
k&ra by the same scholar, and that the sentence (b) on P. I, 
1,71 is called a Vdrttika by Nfigojfbhatta in his Pratyfikhytk- 
nasaipgraha. On the other hand, the most diligent search has 
not enabled me to discover in the works of the commentators 
an indication that they have regarded any part of the discus¬ 
sions on P. I, l, t4 &c. as Vftrttika, or have ascribed any 
portion of them to the Vflrttikakftra. On the contrary, Kai- 
yata* distinctly ascribes the statement which we find on P. I, 

* That Kaiyafa is older than the KAAikA-vritti appears to be by 
no means so certain as has been generally assumed to be the case. For 
in his gloss on P. I, i, 75 and elsewhere Kaiyafra would seem distinctly 
to quote from the KA$ikA. Nor is it at all certain that the name of the 
author of the KASikA-vptti was Vtimana JayAditya. On the contrary, it 
clearly follows from a remark of BhaHojidlkshita’s in his Sabdaknustubha, 
that the KAAikA-vfitti is the work of the two scholars JayAditya and 
VAmana; that it was begun by the former and concluded by the latter. 
On page 122a of my MS. of the Sabdakaustubhn UhaMopdlkshita 
writes as follows:— 

rWT * ^ ( HI. *39 ) I . . . <F*T> 

faqftfa 11 a r q T fo qhcfrnt, 11 m 

II 

JayAditya’s view is that given in the KAaikA on III, 2, 139 ; and that 
view is distinctly refuted, as stated by Bha^ojidikshita, by VAmana in 
the same KAAikA on P. VII, 2, 11 5 ^- 

It is impossible that the author of the comment on VII, 2, 11 
should be the same person who composed the comment on III, 2,139. It 
will, I think, be possible to show approximately where Jayftditya’s portion 
of the work ends and where VAmana’s begins. 
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i, 75 , to the Bh&shyakdra, notwithstanding the fact that it 
ends with the phrase 

* The number of rules in the discussion of which cither of 
the two methods described in the above has been exclusively 
adopted, appears small and insignificant, when it is compared 
with the number of those rules in discussing which the author 
of the Mah&bh&shya would seem to have employed both me¬ 
thods, one by the side of the other. In the case of some rules 
the discussion opens with one or more paraphrased sentences, 
while it concludes with remarks in which such sentences are 
wanting; or on the other hand it opens with remarks that 
contain no such sentences, and it is carried on and concluded 
by means of paraphrased sentences. Again, there are numer¬ 
ous rules where both methods are continually changing places 
with each other. 

On P. I,, i, 45 the discussion opens with the paraphrased 
sentences< 

{a) TFfTST I 

(4) *rr | 

(c) Jfrnrer I 

and it concludes with remarks that contain no paraphrased 
sentences, but the object of which is identical with that of the 
paraphrased sentence (c), viz. to defend Pfbjini's rule from 
the objections raised to it in (a) and (b). 

On P. I, i, 6 the discussion opens with the paraphrased 
sentences : 

( 6 ) ^ I 

which are intended to show that might have been omit¬ 

ted from Panini's rule; and it concludes with remarks in which 
no paraphrased sentence occurs, but the purport of which is 
similar to that of (a) and (b), viz. to prove that might have 
been omitted likewise. 
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On P. I, i, ii the discussion opens with lengthy remarks 
which consider the propriety of the Anubandha of the terms 
fH&c. of Panini’s rule, remarks in which we do not meet with 
any paraphrased sentences; and it is continued by means of 
the following paraphrased sentences which consider the several 
possible interpretations of Panini’s rule :— 



{<i) qf^T: f 


On P. I, i, 49 the discussion opens with remarks on the term 
P-rr 4 »mTT I it is carried on by means of the paraphrased sen¬ 
tences : 


(*) I 

(b) % fflr I 

(c) srcfT^tai 5Tnrrf^4lMHi>ir^^ir^ I 

the purport of which is to show the object of Pacini’s rule, to 
state an objection to which it is liable, and to refute that objec¬ 
tion; (c) is followed by remarks without paraphrase, identical 
in purpose with (r); those remarks arc in turn followed by the 
paraphrased sentence: 


[ d ] faftrer *rr sttfPtptt I 

which suggests a different way of obviating the objection raised 
in ( b); and after that the discussion is wound up with remarks 
in which no paraphrased sentences occur, and in which Panini's 
rule, taken in the sense which is ordinarily ascribed to it, is 
stated to be superfluous. 


And here again we have to observe that there is nothing 
whatsoever in the nature of the questions discussed, which 
could seem to have induced the author of the Mah&bhashya to 
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follow one method in preference to the other, for the remarks 
which contain no paraphrased sentences arc of essentially and 
identically the same nature as other remarks conveyed to us by 
means of such sentences, the object of both being either to 
justify or to find fault with the rules laid down by Panini. Wc 
at any rate fail to perceive, why Patanjali on P. I, i, 11 should 
have discussed the possible interpretations of that rule 

or &c.) in paraphrased and com. 

mented sentences, and should not have adopted the same 
method on P. I, i, 39 or fHFff ) j or why he 

should have discussed the propriety of the Anubandha ij of 
&c., on P. I, i, 11 without employing paraphrased sentences, 
and should, when considering the same question with regard 
to the Anubandha ^ in P. I, 1, 1, have opened the discussion 
with a paraphrased sentence. 

The conclusion to which wc arc led by these considerations 
would again seem to be this, that, whenever the author of the 
Mahfibhfishya in the discussion of Pfinini’s rules makes use of 
sentences to which he attaches a paraphrase and comment, he, 
while doing so, is quoting and commenting on the words of 
another scholar, and that those portions of the discussion 
which do not consist of paraphrased sentences contain original 
remarks of Patanjali’s, remarks, 1 may add, which adduce addi¬ 
tional evidence in support of, or corrections of, the statements 
of that other scholar, or discuss questions which had not been 
raised by him. And there is, I believe, even in that small 
portion of the Mahfibhfishya on which mainly I have based 
this enquiry, evidence sufficient to prove that the paraphrased 
and commented sentences are not of Patanjali's authorship. 
I have mentioned already that in one instance at least (on 
P. I, 1,10) the author of the Mahfibhfishya does not merely 
give us his own interpretation of the sentences by means of 
which he carries on the discussion, but also quotes the dif¬ 
ferent interpretation of the very same sentences by another 
scholar. I may now add a similar instance which occurs in the 
discussion on P. I, 1,69. After having paraphrased and com¬ 
mented on the three sentences 
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. I 

SR^TRT ffH^Tc^RTC: | 
Patanjali goes on to say: sfiT stt* I 



I Hfaczrfd* I 

W^F^TcTfrr: I 

Here then Patanjali informs us that another scholar has 
not only given a different interpretation, but has also .adopted 
a different reading, of those very sentences which Patanjali 
himself has just been making use of. Could we wish for stronger 
proof that at any rate these sentences cannot be Patanjali's 
own ? 

Again, after having on P. I, i, 3 paraphrased the sentence 
in the words rwtCTV SnftflT, 

Patanjali shows that so understood the sentence would be 
open to objection, and he therefore proposes another para¬ 
phrase and another explanation of the same sentence, which 
he introduces thus: <nf TO" TtafSW I I 

^T7T (*•#. tile n of sreftTisi) t rft?T-—In other words, Patanjali 
tells us that it would be possible to understand the particle ^ 
of the sentence WSJJ VTfa'MW either in its ordinary sense 

or in the sense of ft, and in doing so, and by the manner in 
which he introduces his second explanation, he, in my opinion, 
clearly shows that he is commenting on the words of another. 
And the same conclusion we have to draw from another re¬ 
mark of his, on P. I, 1, 63; in which he informs us that the 
particle sr of the paraphrased sentence =T does not 

stand in its proper place, but should have been placed, or 
should at any rate be understood to stand, immediately after 
W* ( ■*: TfrfT: IHW* I )- 
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\ will not try the patience of the reader by adducing many 
more instances which would all point to the same conclusion, 
but I cannot refrain from drawing attention to at least two 
others, because they somewhat differ from those which 1 have 
given above. On P. I, i, 38 the discussion is carried on by 
means of the following paraphrased sentences: 

(a) I 

{i>) I 

(c) I 

(d) I 

(e) ^ I 

(A wptJI 

(a — c ) show that Panini's rule has to be corrected; (d) and (e) 
show that two alterations of the rule which might possibly 
be suggested, can, on account of the objection to which they 
would be open, and which has been stated in (</),notbc adopted ; 
(/) on the other hand states that the corrections mentioned in 
(a— c) need not be made, and that the alterations suggested in 

(d) and (c) need not be adopted, as soon as all the Taddhita- 
affixes intended in P&nini's rule are put down in the Gaga 
svar&di. The statement made in (/) is opposed to the sugges¬ 
tion made in ( e ), and the particle 5 in (/) is in its proper place 
and has its usual force. But if we turn to the paraphrase of 
(/), we find that there 3 1 but' has been rendered by *rr ‘ or ’ 

(<TT*rrr fo g fc r g ). How are wc t0 account for this renderin g ? 

By the simple fact that Patanjali, after commenting on (*)/has 
shown that the objection to which the alteration suggested in 

(e) was by the author of the paraphrased sentences considered 

to be liable, is in reality no objection at all. Patanjali adopts 
the definition arrft ftmWMWq was objected to in -(e) 

and for him therefore the course indicated in (/) is only an 
alternative course. His rendering of g by qT is inexplicable 
as long as we consider the paraphrased sentences ( e ) and ( f) 
as his own; it admits of a reasonable explanation when we 

c 
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regard them as statements made by another. And that this 
is the view held by the commentators, follows from Kaiyata’s 
gloss : fferftr i fern 

fHRurifari 1 *n^r?rR^ fcnrcwrpwre: •rftw ^ws^nhs’frefr 

On P. I, 1, 61 wc find the following paraphrased sentences: 


{a) pprft^ I 

(A) jpfrspf cff^Tg-Rr ^ 

ftfPr«jwi^ I 


{c) • m I 


{d) qtfrf^farPT 5 I 

(e) ft qg * r fo rfeftt I 

(/) tf^r^rnr I 


l ne object of the whole discussion is to prove the necessity of 
the word in Pfnjini's rule ; one reason for the employ¬ 
ment of is given in (d-e), and another alternative reason 

in (/). Such being the case, the particle qj in (/) would seem 
to stand in its proper place and to convey the meaning which 
it usually conveys. But if wc again turn to Patanjali’s para¬ 
phrase of (/), we find that he has rendered *r by *nV, a word 
which he elsewhere makes use of to paraphrase the particle 3. 
The reason for this rendering of his is similar to that for his 
rendering 3 on P. I, I, 38 by rrr. After having commented on 
(d-e), Patanjali has shown that qnprw for the reason stated in 
(d-e) would not be necessary; and to him therefore (/) does not 
convey an alternative reason for the employment of sraftCT* 
In his opinion is not necessary for the reason given in 

(d-e), but his necessary for the reason given in (/). His 
rendering of ht by yrf* is explained, as soon as and only when 
we assume that the paraphrascdsentences (d—f) are not his own 
but another’s. And here again we are able to quote Kaiyata 
.in support of the view we have taken ; for in commenting on 
(/) that commentator remarks : 3 3Tf^- 

^rrt°r 1 • • • Hiwwktg mhu* wjhwf- 

°r ; l 
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I have shown in the preceding that the method of discus¬ 
sion followed in the Mahabh&shya is distinctly twofold ; I have 
attempted to account for this twofold method by assuming 
that those sentences made use of in the discussion of Pan ini's 
rules, which we find to be accompanied by paraphrase-and 
comment, are not of Patanjali’s authorship; and I have tried 
to render this assumption probable by drawing attention to the 
manner in which those sentences have been paraphrased and 
commented on in various passages of the Mahabhushya. I 
may be told now that, if then only that portion of the MahfU 
blmshya which does not consist of paraphrased sentences were 
Patanjali’s, and if the paraphrased sentences themselves had 
really to be considered as proceeding from another author, we 
might well expect that the two parts of the work, being in 
reality works by different authors, should differ as regards 
their respective styles and the language employed in either of 
them. So far from regarding such an objection as hostile to the 
view which I have ventured to express, I gladly avail myself of 
it, to adduce the difference of style and of language as addi¬ 
tional evidence in favour of the assumption that the para¬ 
phrased sentences do not belong to the author of the rest of 
the Mahabhftshya. I cannot pretend to undertake at present to 
show that difference in all its details; all I shall attempt to- do 
here, is to illustrate it by a few characteristic instances. 

Very often the question is raised in the MahflbhSshya whe¬ 
ther a particular term employed in Pnnini’s rules conveys one 
meaning or another, whether we are to understand a rule in 
one sense or in another, whether a particular term should be 
understood to be qualified in this or in that way, whether it 
rule should be regarded as teaching something independently 
of other rules or as a restrictive rule, &c. In all these cases it is 
customary to place before the reader both sides of the ques¬ 
tion and to state the objections to which either side would be 
liable. And here we have to observe that whenever this is 
done by means of paraphrased sentences, the particles employed 
are always or ff?T and that when it is done without the 
employment of such sentences the particle used is invariably 


( 20 ) 


qft generally followed by In proof of this I adduce from 
the paraphrased sentences: 

On P. I, i, 3 —(f^T arrfrffr* «i *-c*cr- 

«WTTt I.) 

.^nr 7 ^ I 

.nflfar: I 

On p. i, i, n—(^r4 yrftt fafrrct....!) 

fWTf %'c^FT f^i^: I 

On P. I, i, 4S—. . . 

MnfrfcrrfiFT I. . .) 

*breTR 7 Ttf*TRri 2TPPTFT I 



*T S’: : 

On P. I, i, 57—^ S’TTf^TvfR ^T' 

ft^^^rnrPT I.) 

SpFfTTFT .MMti^MiHn I 


srft&Vr ^rrf-T'Tftf^ ^gfrnpn^T yjfafa: I 
On P. I, i, 65 —( fSSft'PT... - 
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On p. i, I, 70—(ftr . .) 

fPTr^TwFTc*^ ftWJfaf?* WS 0 . . . ^^1 
qPPhfafa ^^Hwfd^P. I 

To show how the same or similar questions are discussed 
when no paraphrases are employed, I instance— 

On P. I, 1, 1—(f^T ^Tftt . . . srftf^rrr- 

I . . . ) 

qfT ?T 5 TfwTS°r.. .. 'T ^rr^tfrr I 
aroT^xin^R . .. ^mrtfrr I 
On p. i, 1,7—(fajroft I ....) 

spTfnrr^r 0 • • qurtfr I 
3 R sfTWRT . . . =T I 

On P. I, 1, 20—.... I ) 
qfT ftSTPP* ?T^T: *PpR: ^ <R fa: I 
w i%fTPT^ «rr^rf . . . *r I 

On P. I, 1, 39— flMMh ^TT *TT^T fRTftfa^T- 

^rf q’RF'Tfaf^’ I .... ) 

frSTRt ^ *TRT . . . . 5 f smTfft | 

3 T*T fa 9 T*rit ^TRRTfirfrT . . . *TpftfrT | 

On P. 1 , i, 50—( fTT f% ipffad] *TTfa . . . 

^PT: . . . I ) 

*P£f?PT . . . | I 

On p. i, i, 5 2—(fTf*Kq rn a'wvqfa$m 3 Tr^^T^n%- 

I...) 

*rrf?r l.... 

The difference of expression between the passages quoted 
from the discussions on P. I, 1, 11 and 65 on the one hand, and 
from P. I, 1, 39 and 52 on the other, is particularly instructive, 


because the questions raised and discussed arc in either cases 
exactly the same. 

No reader of the Mahabhnshya can have failed to perceive 
that frequently objections arc raised to Pfiijini’s rules, altera¬ 
tions proposed and additional rules suggested. But it not sel¬ 
dom happens that in the course of the discussion these objections 
are shown to be unfounded, the alterations to be uncalled for, 
or the additional rules to be unnecessary. And here again we 
have to notice a striking difference of expression as between 
the paraphrased sentences and the rest of the Maluibhfishya; 
for in the case of the former those objections, &c., are most 
usually refuted in sentences commencing with the words * *rr 
or ftTO’S, generally followed by a noun in the ablative case j while 
in the latter the same object is attained by such expressions as 
fa 1 * . followed by a complete sen¬ 

tence which takes the place of the ablative case of the para¬ 
phrased sentences. A few examples will suffice to illustrate 
this difference of expression :— 

On P. I, i, 39 we have the paraphrased sentence * tt TTf^TT- 

; on P. I, i, 20 not paraphrased 
* ?rr% n/Wr i to**: i gtrstr *fflr i ?rf*Rr7raw°Tr 

fafrcfafir* fffaqnT***** * *rfTOfir 

On P. VI, 4, 130 the paraphrased sentence * *rr fafawrH- 
on P. I, i, 47 and 51 not paraphrased** fa:\ fafow- 

On P. VI, 2, 2 the paraphrased sentence 3 5 W®nrf?MT- 
0,1 P.I, 1, 15 not paraphrased * TO**: I 

On P. VI, I, 1, the paraphrased sentence fog- 3 

on P. I, 1,27 not paraphrased ** fa : | 

A common artifice of refuting an objection—less frequently 
resorted to in the paraphrased sentences than in the rest of the 
Mahfibhfishya—is to show that that objection has been indirectly 
guarded against by Panini himself; in other words, to point 
out a Jndpaka. When this is done in the paraphrased sentences, 
we find, so far as I have observed, invariably the noun 
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Srrrar followed by another noun in the genetive case; in the 
remainder of the Mahabhashya we always have instead some 
such verbal phrase as snqTicZtT'qrct:, sTT^zpTffrTsmrafa- Instances 
of the latter mode' of expression are of the most frequent 
occurrence. From the paraphrased sentences I quote : 

On P. I, i, 11— srresr 

On P. I, i, WTtf 3 Tc?TFrj 

On P. I, i, 59—'amrifot J 5rr^ and 

^rr'Tsfr ^ 

And this leads me to draw attention generally to the almost 
entire absence of verbal forms from the paraphrased sentences, 
which absence, in my opinion, constitutes one of their chief 
characteristics of style, as compared with the style of the 
unparaphrased portion of the Mah&bhfishya. In cases where 
in the latter we meet with such verbal forms or expressions as 
wtfrfa. i. ^rc<T*j?T> jfa **-»*• * srir- 

*TP°T we are sure to meet in the former, nouns 

such as vffijp, fafa:, &T3<PrftT:. and in 

many instances it is altogether left to ourselves to complete 
the sentence by supplying some verb or phrase such as >wfa, 
Hfasqfa. m^lfrT. ®T fautfa, rfa 

»TTfr^n, &c. On P. I, i, 8 where the word gtg of PAnini’s 
rule is stated to be superfluous, the unparaphrased sentence 
which contains this statement is on P. I, i, 

23 where the same remark is made with reference to the words 
*3 &c. of that rule, the paraphrased sentence made use of for 
the purpose reads simply «qrpftorw j r*(. On P. I, 1, 36 and 75 
we find the additional or corrective rules srjtf fa *n*ri 

$rfa%fkrfa to which no paraphrase has been 

attached; so far as my knowledge goes, no paraphrased sentence 
ever concludes with the phrase ffa 

If these considerations should have rendered probable the 
supposition that the paraphrased sentences are not of Patan- 
jali’s authorship, and that the author of the Mahabhashya 
has merely commented on them, and supplemented and cor- 
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rected the statements contained in them, by his own originat 
remarks, that probability will be raised to a certainty, when 
we consider the manner in which Patanjali has referred to them 
and to their author in the uncommented portions of his work. . 
The Mah&bh&shya being a work on Panini’s grammar.it is 
natural that Patanjali, in such words as ^rrrffr. OTfaf, 
SirronT. ' he reads’, ‘ he teaches/ &c. should have referred to 
Pfinini, without being under the necessity of telling us that he 
was citing or referring to Pdnini. Moreover, I have had 
occasion to state elsewhere that wherever reference is thus 
made to Ponini, the context would show at once and beyond 
doubt that the subject of the verbs qffrfa & c - can bc n0 
other than Pfiijini. But there remain very many verbs of this 
kind for which it is impossible to supply the subject ‘ Panini'; 
in all these cases the reference made is, so far as my own 
observation goes, invariably to paraphrased sentences. The 
verbal forms belonging to this class which occur in that part of 
the Mahfibhdshya which treats of the rules of the first Pdda, are : 

On page 55* of the Lith. Ben. Ed. qrfa ; the paraphrased 
sentence referred to follows immediately upon I 

P. 59^ refers to a paraphrased sentence on the 

same page; 

P. 66 b wfa; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, I, 47 » 

P. 69a ! to a paraphrased sentence on the next page; 

P. 72 a wifa; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 101 ; 

P. 77 b wfir; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I. 4. *41 

P. 86 b TOft 5 t0 a paraphrased sentence on P. VI. 1, 1 ; 

„ Wm; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 3, 59 ; 

P. 88a I to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 72; 

P. 99a ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 

. P. 99^ *R*rffT; to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 

„ to a paraphrased sentence on P. II, 2, 35 ; 

P. 102a to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 2, 2; 

P. io6£ to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 3; 

P. 117a TOft; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 72 ; 
p. 133a ; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1,56 ; 

P. 139<5 *T**ifo; to a paraphrased sentence on P. I, 1, 58; 
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P. 141^ to a paraphrased sentence on P. VIII, 2, 23; 

P. 146^ to a paraphrased sentence on P. VII, 3, 54 ; 

P. 148^ TOrffr J to a paraphrased sentence on P. IV, 3, 163 ; 

P. 156^ q^zjffT» to a paraphrased sentence on the next page; 

P. 157^ vwft; to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 4, 34 ; 

P. 159^ to a paraphrased sentence on P.VII 1,2,107; 

P. 164* to a paraphrased sentence on P. VI, 1, 186. 

It is hardly necessary to tell the reader that the manner in 
which Patanjali here invariably speaks of the author of the 
paraphrased sentences, in no way differs from the manner in 
which other commentators continually speak, not of them¬ 
selves, but of those authors on whose works they happen to be 
commenting, and since there is no doubt that Patanjali has 
commented on those sentences, it is natural to conclude 
that those sentences are not his own, but are the work 
of another. And this conclusion is further strengthened, 
when we find that in such expressions as qfreqfr WTOWh c.g. 
on page 75 b of the Benares Edn., or wrern: c.g. on pages 
143^ and 1510, the author of those sentences* is actually 
spoken of by Patanjali as the Ach&rya, in the same way in 
which Patanjali elsewhere speaks of the Achflrya Pnnini. 

The first part of our enquiry is drawing to a close. Consi¬ 
dering it unlikely that an author in the composition of one 
and the same work should have adopted two methods of dis¬ 
cussion so different as those which Patanjali would seem 
to have adopted in his Mahfibhashya, we ventured to assume 
that those portions of the Mah&bhfishya which have been 
furnished by him with paraphrase and comment, were not his 
own. That assumption we tried to render probable by point¬ 
ing out that the manner in which Patanjali in various passages 
of his work has been paraphrasing and commenting, admits of 
a reasonable explanation only when wc assume that he was 
commenting on and paraphrasing the words of another. We 
then showed that the paraphrased portions of the Mahfibhashya 
in style and language differ from the rest of that work as we 
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* See on P. VI, 1, 129; VI, 4, io,|;and VI, 1,12. 
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might expect the works of two different authors to differ from 
each other. And we finally pointed out that by the manner 
in which he continually refers to and quotes the paraphrased 
sentences and their author, Patanjali himself has clearly shown 
to us that that author must be another than himself. Fortu¬ 
nately we are not left without the means of ascertaining who 
that author was. For since Patanjali, when eg. quoting on 
P. I, i, 34, a paraphrased sentence from the discussion on P. 
VIII, 3, 13, incidentally, but obliged to be more explicit than 
usual because only in the preceding line and for one and the 
same purpose he had been quoting the Acharya PAnini, has 
told us that that paraphrased sentence is the VArttikakAra's, it 
is clear that that author was called Vhrttikakdra . And since 
the same Patanjali, after having on P. Ill, 2, 118, in his usual 
manner paraphrased a sentence, has in the sequel informed us 
that that sentence is K&ty^yana’s, it is equally clear that the 
name of that VfirttikakAra was Katy&yana. 

The conclusion then at which we have arrived is this, that 
the paraphrased sentences which we meet with in the Mah&- 
bhflshya belong to K&ty/lyana, the author of the Vftrttikas; 
and this conclusion furnishes us with a means, in my opinion 
the only means, of reconstructing from the text of the MahA- 
bhashya, as it has been handed down to us in MS., the text of 
the VArttikas of KfityAyana. We may as yet consider it 
matter for further enquiry whether all the VArttikas of Kfityfi- 
yana have been recorded by Patanjali; but wherever in the 
. MahfibliAshya we meet with a paraphrased statement, of which 
Patanjali docs not tell us explicitly that it belongs to another 
or to others, or of which the context does not prove clearly 
and beyond doubt that it is a quotation from the work of 
another, we shall regard ourselves as bound to assume that 
such statement is Katyayana's, or in other words, that it is a 
Varttika or part of one. On the other hand, we shall not 
allow ourselves to regard as a VArttika of Kntyayana any 
statement unless it be accompanied by a paraphrase.* In 


* If in accordance with this principle we examine the passages 
from the Mah&bhAshya quoted by Prof. Goldstucker in notes 141—152 of 
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applying this principle, we may occasionally find it difficult to 
decide whether a particular statement should be regarded as 
merely paraphrasing another statement by which it is preceded, 
or as an explanatory remark such as an author might think 
it necessary to append to a statement previously made by 
himself. But, on the one hand, to judge from my own expe¬ 
rience, such cases arc exceedingly rare; on the other hand, the 
more wc become familiar with the manner, the style, and the 
language of K&tyfiyana by the study of what undoubtedly is his, 
the easier and the more ready will be our decision in cases 
which at first sight may appear to us doubtful. 

There is yet another difficulty which is intimately connected, 
with and which results from the manner in which Patanjali 
has paraphrased the V&rttikas of Kfity&yana. I have found it 
convenient to employ throughout the preceding investigation 
the word paraphrase, but it would have been, more correct to 
say that frequently Patanjali does not paraphrase but literally 
repeats the words of the Vfirttika which lie happens to make 
use of. If I might venture to give a reason, for his doing so, 
I would say that Patanjali adopted that practice in order to 
apprise us of the fact that he was giving us not his own argu¬ 
ments but those of Kflty&yana; in. other words, to save the 
literary property of that scholar. However this may be, there 
can be no doubt that the very practice which he adopted, 
through the carelessness of the copyists, has in many cases led 
to the disappearance of Varttikas from our MSS., and conse¬ 
quently from the only complete edition of the MahAbhAshya 
which has been published up to the present. One example 
will suffice to prove this. 

his PAnini, we find that Prof. Goldstiicker has correctly termed. VArltikas 
*^*£ 5 ^° on P. I, 2, 6 (note 141); ocv P. VII, 1, 26. (note 

142) ; on P. VIII, 4, 45. (note 143) ; ***% on p. iv, 2, 

129 (note 152). On the other hand, the statements Rftrd ^ 
on P. VI, 1, 150 (note 145 ) i on P. VI, i, 147 (note 147); 

on P. VII, 3, 69 (note 148); *f?T ^on P. 

IV, 2, 129 (note 152); which also have been termed VArttikas by Prof. 
Goldstiicker and other scholars, aro no VArttikas, but are Patanjali’s. 
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On pages 149 a and b of the Lithog. Benares Edn., we read 
as follows:— 

I W^T: I I 

. . . . . 

^ ^*ri q-fa I . . . . artfnrfn^ftt 

»rr^m»jf^5 I. . . . ^ TOfaHifa 

q »T^Tff^ «PT^T .... I I ^~ 

=T '^RcMT 1 

According to what I have said in the preceding, this passage 
would seem to contain only two Vurttikas, via. JRrtfnr ^17 and 
qhFfrTPrcqtfq;. for apparently only these two statements have 
been paraphrased by Patanjali. A comparison of other VArt- 
tikas of KAty&yana (on P. I, 1, 21, 39, &c.) would m akers 
feel inclined to read the first of these VArttikas infar* TOWPTi 
and we would willingly recognize Vnrttikas also in W- 
f^r m°> WWVand frtW^r°, were we not forbidden 
to do so by the result of our enquiry. We now turn to Prof. 
Goldstuckcr's photo-lithograph copy of the Mnhfibhashya, and 
find that there the same passage is read thus:— 

ftr JT;frjpn^ I Weft 1 !: | 


I. V* 

.*prr*tf*r ^ | . . . 


^ I • • • 

irrftfa ^ | rt’^rrf^ ^ |. 

I ptt ^ 11 

Here we find that the first Varttika is really read as we 
expected that it should be read, STcTFr, and 

wc perceive at once that the first word jT*far% has been omitted 
in the Benares edition because it was preceded by the same 
word m in fa sr^fST^- We further see from the figure 
3 after and q'jfaj that the words f£r *l*Tr &FT and srRt- 
qfasftff have to be read twice ; and the words 
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we find actually written twice. Such being the 
case, the result of our enquiry tells us that ywY 3f*T STST- 

and f*T*rTpfrfr 1 which we were in¬ 
clined to regard as VArttikas, arc V&rttikas, omitted in the 
Benares edition, or in the MSS. from which it has been prepar¬ 
ed, because the paraphrases by which those Vnrttikas are 
followed commence with identically the same words. And 
having found it proved in this manner, that at least three of 
the four statements which we were inclined to regard as Vftrtti- 
kas, arc Vurttikas, we shall not I trust be accused of rashness 
when we venture to assume that also the fourth of those state¬ 
ments, *TT 9 rrWT is really a Vurttika, omitted 

also in the photo-lithograph copy, because the writer forgot 
to write the figure ^ after the word * The V&rtti- 

kas which the above passage contains, are therefore not two, 
but six: 


1. 

2. 
3 
4 - 

5 

6 


TOfaFf 


In a similar manner Vnrttikas have disappeared on page 
162 a of the Benares edition, on page 168 b t 169 b, 173^, 1 77 ^» 
and elsewhere. Here then our only safeguard is not to trust to 
one or two indifferent MSS., but to compare in every instance 
t)je best and oldest MSS. which we may be able to lay hold of. 


III. 


There is in my opinion no better way of testing the sound¬ 
ness of the conclusion at which we have arrived in the preced¬ 
ing, than practically to apply the principle with which it has 
furnished us, for the reconstruction of K&ty&yana's Vflrttikas. 
But as want of space would forbid such a reconstruction on any 
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large scale, I am obliged to confine my attempt in this direc¬ 
tion to a small portion of the^ MahabhAshya. I shall choose 
for the purpose first the 7th Ahnika of the first PAda, which 
treats of PAnini's rules I, 1, 45—55. After having pointed out 
the Vurttikas which occur in the discussion of each rule, I shall, 
in as few words as possible, point out their tendency, and 
shall show (in italics) what Patanjali’s views are in regard to 
them, or whether he has raised any points of discussion re¬ 
garding the rules of PAiuni, which have not been noticed by 
KAtyftyana; but I shall not think it necessary expressly to 
state in each case that Patanjali has simply commented on or 
adopted a particular Vflrttika. In notes I shall indicate 
whether any portions of the discussion have incidentally been 
called Vflrttikas by Kaiyata, NAgojtbhatta or Bhattojidikshita 
(in his Sabdakaustubha), and shall also state what Vurttikas or 
other remarks from the MahAbhushya the editors of the 
Calcutta edition of Pftyini have thought fit to append to their 
gloss. Having, in this manner, gone through the whole of the 
7th Ahnika, I shall subject the discussions on some other rules 
of the first PAda to a similar examination. 

P- 1 .«,45—tfwrr 7 !*!; II 

VArttikas: 

(*) tfsrr || 

(<*) 11 

(c) || 

(a) and [b) state the objections to which the two possible 
interpretations of P&nini’s rule would be liable; (r) shows why 
both interpretations are nevertheless admissible. 

Patanjali agrees with Kdtydyana ; and shows subsequently 
how the objections to either interpretation may be refuted 
also in other ways. 

Note. —The Calcutta edition gives no VArttikas, 
nor any remarks of Patanjali's. 





( 3 - ) 


P. I, i, 46— || 

V&rttikas : 

(а) TciPfiff^V: II 

( б ) 11 

(c) ftrt 3 «ra*rf^ft T^rr^ll 

(d) ^Tro^ffTt^T c«fTti <*ll^ iM ^: II 

Patanjali commences with remarks on the terms of Panini's 
rule and on Agantas in general. 

(a) suggests a correction, and (6) obviates an objection that 
might be raised to ( a). 

(^) and (d) show in different ways that the correction sug¬ 
gested in (a) is unnecessary. 

Note. —The Calcutta edition gives the V&rttikas 
(a) and (tf), but states in the words hp^T**. 
that (f) is a remark of Patanjali’s. 

P. I, 1, 47— || 

V&rttikas: 


(«) 

V) 

M 

{d) 

w 

(/) 

(£) 





II 




II 


•T ^TT || 


(rt) states the object of Panini's rule. 
(h) and (t) correct that rule.* 
Patanjali refutes (c). 


• * The V&rttika (c) presupposes another etymology of nfffa than the 

one given in Un&disQtra IV. 70. 
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{d—f) consider the question whether the augment ( is to 
stand by itself or to be attached to what follows or precedes 
it; the question is decided in favour of the last alternative, for 
the faults arising on that alternative are refuted in (g). 

Patanjali agrees with Kdtydyana and supports the conclu¬ 
sion at which he has arrived by an argument of his own. 

Note. — (b) is quoted by Patanjali on P. 1 , i, 7 
( 1 ) » (^) IS called 

a V&rttika by Bhattojidikshita; (d) and (e) by 
Nagojibhatta. The Calcutta edition gives 
only the Vftrttikas (b) and (c), the former 
incorrectly. The Nynya which it quotes is 
identical in purpose with remarks made by 
Patanjali. 

P. I, i, 48-F***T^T II 
V&rttikas: 

(*) 

(b) 

(c) 11 

(d) 11 * 

(a) states the objects of Pacini’s rule. 

(b) refutes a possible objection. 

( c ) and ( d) show that the objects for which the rule has been 
given are attained without it, and that the rule is therefore 
unnecessary. 

Note, —(c) and (d) arc quoted on Sivasfitra 3 
and 4. The Calcutta edition gives no Vfirt- 
tikas, nor any remarks of Patanjali’s. 

* The short substitute for $ is f« because ? forms a larger portion 
of ^ than ar. The word aprrfT: of Patanjali’s gloss can in my opinion 
only mean ‘ less in number/ One calls a village a Briihmin-village* 
although some of its inhabitants belong to other castes, because the 
number of Br&hmins who live in it, is greater than the number of in¬ 
habitants belonging to other castes. For a different interpretation, see 
lid. Stud. XIII, p. 333, note. 
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P. I, i, 49—^ || 

Vfirttikas: 


(b) II 



{d) fri%sr qr q-^ ^T^?prr II 


Patanjali annotates on the term wfN'PTT 

(a) states the object of Panini’s rule. 

( b ) suggests the objection that if the object of the rule be 
correctly stated in (a), the rule is too widely applicable. 

(c) refutes that objection. 

Patanjali supports ( c ) by additional arguments. 

( d ) suggests a different way of obviating the objection 
raised.in ( 3 ). 

Patanjali shows that the rule, in the sense ascribed to it, is 
superjluous, and will retain it only because its adoption allows 
us to dispense with the Paribhdshd WfaT. with 

which Paribh&shd he considers it to be identical in meaning. 

Note. — (c) and (d) are called Vfirttikas by 
Nfigojibha^ta.—The Calcutta Edn. gives 
only the Paribhdsha 

P. I, i, so—|| 


Vftrttikas: 

dII 

(b) n 

(c) II 

(d) spnfar ^ || 

(e) vTxfr srr II 

{/) ^ II 


■ 
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[g) 

(h) aT'rrr^nr^'f ^ II 

(/) sq^THf^T^fa^ ^ rfc4>|rtHTTT: |) 

(*) II 

(/) 

(/«) ’ft^FT sf^qr^ || 

</;) t =rr qrq'faq II 

(0) l| 

(/) =r Fr^^^qr^^f^TTPri^T^: II 

(?) tfqqrifr ^ ^rw^r*^ 11 

{/') sqtff *HTfr% sqcfppjpTr^FTjl 

(5) fat ^qRPfi^ll 

Patanjali gives an example for Pdninis rule which does not 
result from any other rule, and which therefore proves that the 
rule is necessary; he shows why writ which we read in the 
preceding rule , has been repeated here; and why Pdnini has 
employed the superlative W^TJTW- 

(<i) shows why Pftnini was obliged to give this rule, and 
states the object of the rule. 

• Patanjali, having accepted this, discusses the question whe¬ 
ther the rule should be read or wr^^TTfnT:, both 

readings being possible when the rules of Sandhi as between 
this and the following rule Are observed. 

[b—dy Docs this rule teach something independently of 
other rules, or does it give certain directions regarding sub¬ 
stitutes that have been taught in other rules ? The question is 
■decided in favour of the latter alternative, for the objections 
which were raised to that alternative, are in (e) met by a refer¬ 
ence to a statement made before (Vart. (r) on P. I, i, 3). 

Patanjali, when commenting on (b), brings forward another 
objection in addition to the one raised in the Varttika. 
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(f) suggests a correction of Pan ini’s rule, which correction 

(g) shows to be unnecessary. 

(h) states that Pfinini's rule is unnecessary, because what is 
taught in it results from the ordinary practice of life. If the 
rule be nevertheless adopted, it is liable to the objections stated 
in (0, (*)» and (/). 

Patanjali refutes these three objections. 

(m) suggests the desirability of making a rule that should 
teach what the Guna and Vpddhi of t^are; (n) and (y) show 
that no such rule is required. 

Patanjali shows, by giving an additional reason, that such 
a rule is not required. 

(0) states an objection which the adoption of («) would give 
rise to; (/>) refutes that objection. 

{r) raises an objection to Pfinini’s rule, regarding the sub- 
stitutc for it-* + *t; (*) refutes that objection. 

Note .—(/) is called a Vfirttika by Nfigojibhatt.a ; 
(0), [p), and (q) are called Vfirttikas by 
Bha^ojidikshita. The Calcutta Edn. gives 
no Vfirttikas; the Paribhfishfl quoted is 
taken from Patanjali’s remarks. 


P. I, 1, 51—II 

Vfirttikas: 

(*) iw: 11 

(b) V CTC #T 

(c) rrc^ll 

(d) ant# r^rc ?fr rr|| 

(e) ^ H 

(/) 

(g) ^MII 

(h) 3 T*# 
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(0 ’j=rMr *rror*r II 

(*) <kkm s ^~ 

wr^r^^wf&f^rfl' ^ II 

(a) and (£) state the objections to which two possible interpre- 
tations of PAnini's rule would be liable ; (c) suggests the correct 
interpretation of that rule. 

(d) and (e) refute the possible objection that Punini should 
have said merely 3T OTC: (*'• e. ToWfr nrO instead of sr^rre =• 
(/) demands an additional rule, and (g) obviates an objection 
to that rule. 

Patanjali shows that the additional rule is not required.* 
( h — k) discuss the same question in regard to the augment 
which had been discussed in Vorttikas (d—f) on I, i, 47, with 
regard to the augment 3^, without distinctly deciding which 
alternative should be adopted. 

Patanjali refutes some of the objections raised to the first 
and last alternatives, and all those to which the adoption of 
the view expressed in (1) was stated to be liable. 

Note. — {b) is called a V&rttika by Bhattoji- 
dlkshita, and (d), (h), and (h) are called 
Vorttikas by N&gojibhatta. The Calcutta 
Edn. gives the four VArttikas {d—g), the last 
of them incorrectly. 

P. I, i, 52—II 

Vfirttikas: 

(a) *tT!% ftlM gffj fth rr fr || 

{b) wftsjrcrsr: || 

(c) * II 

Patanjali discusses the question whether srpr: is a genitive 
qualifying or a nominative (plural) qualifying the 

‘A deha. 

; * Patanjali in his remarks quotes a Vfirttika on P. VIII, 4, 31 which 
hr paraphrases in the usual manner. . 
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(a —c) show the correct way of applying P&uini’s rule. 

Note. —The Calcutta Edn. gives no Varttikas. 

p.i, 1,53-^r II 

V&rttika: 

(a) crrrTi^ ffcwrar ti 1 ^ 'hf 

(a) shows why is not substituted for the final only, in 
other words, refutes an objection that might be raised to Panini’s 
rule. 

Patanjali rejects Kdtydyana's explanation, and substitutes 
for it another. 

Note. —The Vnrttika is given inaccurately in 
the Calcutta Edn. 

P. I, i, 54 -^: |l 

Vftrttika: 

(a) 

ywzrJftv: || 

(a) a remark regarding the scope of this rule and of the next. 

Note.— The Calcutta Edn. docs not give the 
Vftrttika. 

p. i, i, 55—II 
No Vfirttika. 

Patanjali shows that since it would otherwise be super¬ 
fluous, indicates the existence of the Paribhbshd 
rti and he states that that Paribh&shd renders two Vdrt- 

tikas (on III, l, 94 and I, 1, 20; unnecessary. 

Note. —The Calcutta Edn. gives the Parrbhfisha. 

The above are all the rules discussed in the 7th Ahnika; in 
the following I propose to examine the discussions on P. I, 1, 
I J 6; 25 ; 36; 39 ; 65; 68 ; 72 ; and 75. 

P. I, i, 1— 

Varttikas: 

C b) ?<TTO TO ^1% 11 


(a) *T 5 TTpre 7 TT: 
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(0 l| 

(//) 3TRT^ki'Cra?rrf^r: 11 

(c) ?wr II 

to «pnfflh'll 

(h) f^T 2TT II 

(0 *r<rr ^frrwrrsrr^T^T^T^* 

ftrftt || " 

(-t) ffr* s ftwras r n tjl 

(/) |%w %f%^c?rrf^rT^|| 

(*) ar^nr H5rnrErr: || 

(«) JTPT^Ttf ^ <n’WTft*T J TTfr: || 

(t>) aTM»R'W fTTT^W 11 

Patanjali justifies the ^ o/w^; he discusses the question 
\whether means every sn\ and afr, or only those which 

are taught in grammar by the term jyfqjr. 

(a) and (£) demand a Saipjn&dhikara, and (c) demands 
besides that it should be stated distinctly what is meant to 
be the Saipjnft, whether or (d— h) refute (a — c). 

Patanjali does not approve of the way in which Kdtydyana 
has refuted ( a — c), and he therefore refutes those Vdrttikas 
differently. 

(i) raises an objection, which is refuted in (*); (/) answers 
a question to which (£) gives rise. 

(m) and («) refute the possible objection that Panini should 
have said in this and the next rule. 

Patanjali does not approve of the way in which Kdtydyana 
has refuted the objection. 

(o) states why P&nini has affixed ^ to $Tf. 

Patanjali does not approve of the Vdrttika, and gives another 
reason for the . 


( 39 ) 


Note. — (a) and (6) arc called Varttikas by Kai- 
yata; (i), {k), (/), and (0) by Bhattojidik- 
shita. The Calcutta Edn. gives the 
Vtlrttikas (a), (c), and (0), the last incor¬ 
rectly ; it also gives as a Vftrttika qtirar 
WT. but this is a remark of Pa- 
tanjali's by which he introduces the Varttika 
(m). 

p. i, 1, 6-Crtf^fteT^ II 

. Vfirttikas: 

(t) «r 11 

(a) and (i) show that may be omitted from PAiiini's 

rule. 

Patanjali states that is likewise unnecessary. 

Note.— The Calcutta Edn. quotes part of (0) 
but states that it is a remark of Patanjali’s. 

P. I, 1, 25—^ ^ || 

No Vfirttika. 

Patanjali shows that either the of I, 1, 23 or the Tfa of 
ihis rule may he omitted. 

Note. —The Calcutta Edn. ascribes the remark 
T* tAptH &c., correctly to Patanjali. 
p. i, i, 36—II 
Varttikas: 

(a) visn'^Ft' 7 !' || 

(h) 5T W^wHlI 

(c) ^prerr^r || 

(a) suggests a correction of Pacini’s rule, which correction 
(£) shows to be unnecessary. 

Patanjali adopts the correction proposed in {a) and rejects 
therefore the word from Panin is rule. 
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Palanjaligives the additional rule srjfrfr 
(t) suggests an additional rule. 

Note. —( b ) is called V&rttika by Kaiyata and Bhat- 
tojidikshita. Bhattojidikshita also calls wj- 
frfa a V&rttika ; it is. given as a 

Vftrttika also in the Calcutta Edn., but 
the Calcutta Edn. is wrong when it says 
that it has been called a Vftrttika by Kaiyata. 
( c ) is given as a Vfirttika in the Calcutta 
Edn., but inaccurately. 

P- I> 39—II 

V&rttikas : 

fa) II 

(&) ’tt II 

(c) * >TT || 

(d) jsrc* || 

(c) II 

(f) II 

(g) srrorat *1% || 

(h) art** II 

[ij || 

(*) dPT WfW: Hc^mI || 

(/) || 

(m) || 

(») || 

(o) ff|f^T^nc^nipr 11 

(p) jSftyTcTPT 11 

(?) |l 

Palanjali stales the objections to which the two possible 
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interpretations of Pan ini's rule would be liable and shows that 
both interpretations nevertheless are admissible. 

{a) suggests a correction of Panini’s rule, which correction 
is improved on in ( b ); (*) states that the corrections suggested 
in (a) and (i) are unnecessary as soon as the Samnipftta- 
paribhashit is adopted; (</—/) give examples for that Pari- 
bhnshil, and (k—q) enumerate exceptional cases in which the 
Paribhishi must not be applied. 

Patanjali shows that the examples for the Paribhdshd which 
have been given by Kdtydyana can be formed without that 
Paribhdshd, but shows by giving three different examples 
that the Paribhdsha must be adopted nevertheless. 

Note. — (d) and (£) are called Vilrttikas by 
Nftgojibhatta in his ParibhftshcnduSckhara. 
The Calcutta Edn. gives [a) and (£),and the 
Paribhflsha contained in (c). 

P. I, i, 65— 3 W || 

VArttikas: 



II 

"TPTT* || 

{d) ^^ST^W^tT^II 

(e) srrfa || 

(/) ^ vtfts'-vnm |T 

(g) TT || 

(h) II 

It might appear as if P&nini’s rule should either be restrict¬ 
ed {a) ; or altered (g). In reality it is quite correct (h). 
(b) shows, by quoting a ParibhfLshft, how (<z) cannot be refuted; 
and ( c—f) give examples for the Paribh&sha cited in (£). 

* MS. of 1. o. reads m «*rqfi>qnrc*r 1 m 
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Patanjali objects to all the examples given in (c—f) and 
rejects therefore the Paribhdshd cited in (b). 

Note. — (g) is called V&rttika by NAgojibhatta.— 
The Calcutta Edn. gives (a), and the ParibhA- 
shA contained in (b). 


P. I, l, 68— 



(a) 


Vftrttikas 



: tfsrnrf^rrfr 


11 

(£) T TT sm - II 

(c) ^tfsrprf^FPM- ^JT^rr^TT^II 

(d) » w rn <ft ft ^*r^Wrgr^: II 

(#) 

(/) fTrtpfrrq^pr 

( g ) ($nwriqjl 

(A) * fTftiT'rr^r =* JT<Fmr$^ || 


Patanjali shows that ^n. conveys the sense conveyed by the 
Paribhdshd srrfajrfSr and renders that Paribhdshd 

unnecessary. 

(a) shows why it was necessary for PApini to give this rule ; 
(b—d) show that the rule can be dispensed with. 

(<?— h) give additional rules. 

Patanjali corrects the additional rule (h) by adding to it. 

Note. —The Calcutta Edn. gives the Vfirttikas 
(e—h), and (inaccurately) Patanjali’s remark 
on (h). It also cites the ParibhAshA mentioned 
by Patanjali. 


P. I, I, 72— 



II 


Varttikas: 

(«) FT^«TTft*ra^:|| 


*■* *=u 



(c) II 

(o') 11 

(*) 

(/; fro £ 

(g) ^^rft$rRr*r || 

(/;) JPTf^R tfijsrRlwjqdjIiqp^ 11* 

(0 WTOf^»n^||t 

(*) ||t 

(/) *i%W ^ff^T^nr 

(w) ^TTfTRT'Tlf^Rfr?^^ ^ 11 § 


(;;) ftft* ll“ 

(o) Kim V\\\ 


(P) WT * || 

(?) ||^> 

(r) srcrsw ||** 

(*) ^r^r^Rr^ftvrnT^i^Rr^ ||*' 

(/) afawt *&RP?T: ||** 

(«) *nfNr*n |l§§ 


• MS. of I. O. q-qfJT^ TOPTPFTffffPri tffarifRprawrt qqfrPT. 
t MS. of I. 0.3-qqsftvt ‘iqfcrf^rr’T \ 

I Should be read twice both in the Benares edition and in the I. O. 

MS. 

$ ms. of i. o. «r#n«Tftariftirf* * qffm \ n 

n MS of I. O. ftfrT ftferar^f * Bhattojid. reads ftfa:. 

MS. of I. O. wtfarri*wfr qfttft x 
MS. of I. O. 3rrq?Fi ^ 

MS. of I. o. *dtf&JTftkifwwtf x inifappfc 
MS. of I. o. 3i^n?f tort« XRqhrnt- 
$§ MS. of I. O. 
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(v) ^ ^ II 

(») *r4) 4ta *TRSRr II 


(*) nremf^ <*rf ^f^Jr || + 

M 3* II 1 

(a) 5^Tf^j'TlW fa 11$ 

(<?«) ’Til 1 

(bb) ^w°t *r M" 5 


(«) *TcWT*"f rji^^^i-qi: || 

(<W) ||** 


Patanjali shorn, by giving the proper meaning oft&, that 
Pftnini’s rule is not too widely applicable, and that it need not 
be changed to WT^fafa-— 

(a) raises an objection, which is refuted in (b). 

(e, d) limit the rule. 

( e ) demands an additional rule; (f) shows how PAnini’s rule 
might be altered so as not to necessitate the additional rule (e); 
(g) shows that in reality no additional rule is required. 
(A— cc) teach where and with what limitations or modifica¬ 
tions to apply P&pini’s rule. 

Patanjali rejects (v); he says that P&nini's rule is sufficient, 
or even preferable, if the statement U^PTPT^^f’WT 

qvfrW fr United again by the other statement srf^TCT^TiHrft 
srpmr n 'T’Rrf'Tfa Crater, be adopted. 

(dd) corrects P&nini's rule. 


* Should be read twice in Benares edition and I. O. MS. 

t MS. of I. o. 

J MS. of I. O. reads this twice. 

$ MS. of I. O. X wtm *£• 

II MS. of I. O. 

Should be read twice in Benares edition and 1. O. MS. 

•* The Benares edition omits after 
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Note.-(p) is called a V&rttika by Kaiyata; (a), 
(g), (h), (v — z), (bb) and (ccj are called 
V&rttikas by N&gojibhatta, and (a—d), (h ), 
(i), ( 1 —b), and (dd), by Bhattojidikshita; 
Bhattoji also calls a V&rttika. 

The Calcutta Edn. gives, not always cor- 
rectly, (c), {d), (e), (/), (/;), (i), (n—t) and 
(z/).—Of the Paribh&sh&s cited in it, (6) is a 
V&rttika (dd), (4) equivalent to V&rttika (cc), 

■ • and (1) similar in purpose to what is stated 

in V&rttika (^); (5) and (7) are statements 
of Patanjali; (2) occurs in and (3) is based on 
Patanjali’s remarks. 

P- I, 1 . 75—^ STT^f || 

No V&rttika. 

Patanjali corrects Pdnini's rule. 

Note. —The Calcutta Edn. apparently mistakes 
Patanjali’s correction for a V&rttika. 

From the above it will appear that by adopting and prac¬ 
tically applying the principle with which the first part of our 
enquiry had furnished us, we have been enabled to point out 
in Patanjali’s discussions on 20 of P&nini's rules 135 V&rttikas ; 
and I venture to hope that the reader who will examine the 
several V&rttikas appended to each of P&pini’s rules, and 
compare the style and phraseology exhibited in all, and the 
manner in which P&nini’s rules have been discussed in them, 
will grant that these V&rttikas bear the stamp of having been 
composed by one and the same author, and that taken together 
they form part of a work, complete in itself* and independent 

• A very strong argument in favour of the assumption that Patanjali 
has recorded and commented on all the Vfirtlikas of K&ty&yana, is fur¬ 
nished by the fact that whenever K&ty&yana in such words as or^^T 
refers to another of his V&rttikas, the VArttika so instanced or referred 
to is invariably to be found in the Mah&bh&shya. The same argument 
holds good with regard to the Mah&bh&shya itself, and deserves perhaps 
some little consideration at the hands of those who maintain that the 
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of the rest of the MahAbhAshya. Of this, at least, there can be 
no doubt, that the result at which we have arrived accords 
with the views held by the native grammarians. That these 
scholars have not made it their business to point out all 
the VArttikas, but have told us only occasionally and inci¬ 
dentally that a particular statement was regarded by them 
as a VArttika, has been mentioned already. I have also 
shown that out of the 135 statements which I have been led 
to consider as VArttikas in the above, no less than 48 have 
actually been termed VArttikas or ascribed to KAtyAyana the 
VfirttikakAra, by Kaiyata, NAgojibhatta, and Bhattojidikshita, 
and it would be easy to prove that, if these 48 statements 
were regarded as VArttikas by those grammarians, the same 
must necessarily have been the case with many more. On the 
other hand, to the best of my knowledge, the term VArttika 
has, with two exceptions, never been applied to any of those 
remarks which I have considered as Patanjali’s; and as regards 
those two exceptions, I feel no hesitation in saying that 
Bhattojidikshita has been in error; for both the statements 
which he terms VArttikas, on P. I, 1, 36, and 

M&tfinfar* on P. I, 1, 72, end with the 

phrase fftr which is foreign to the style of KAtyAyana,* 

and in the case of the latter of those statements the context of 
the discussion in my opinion proves beyond doubt that it is 
Patanjali’s. 

IV. 

Having fixed on a principle by which to distinguish in the 
MahAbhAshya, as it has been handed down to us, between the 

text of the MahAbhAshya has been several times reconstructed out of 
fragments. 

* Setting aside those cases in which Patanjali is commenting on 
VArttikas, we find in the MahAbhAshya on P. I, 1, altogether only 
9 statements which end with ^rsq’: or ffrT Of these, three, on P. I, 

I, 36; 72; and 75 have been given already above. The remaining ones 
occur on P. I, 1, 1; 27; 57; 69; and 72; in them Patanjali states clearly 
the objections which arc supposed to be refuted in particular VArttikas; 
or he states objections which he refutes himself. 
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Varttikas of Katyftyana and the original remarks of Patanjali, 
and having tested the worth of that principle by applying it 
practically for the reconstruction of a portion of the work of 
KfttyAyana, we now recur to the question which led to this 
enquiry, the question as to the nature and the object of 
Kfttyftyana’s Vftrttikas, and of the work of Patanjali; and we 
may hope to answer that question the more readily and 
satisfactorily because wc already have shown in the case of 20 
of PAnini's rules, chosen at random, what is the tendency of 
Kfttyftyana's Vftrttikas in regard to them, and what the relation 
of Patanjali in regard to those Vftrttikas on the one hand and 
to the Sutras of PAnini on the other. Wc begin with the 
Vftrttikas of KfttyAyana. 

It is true that the Vftrttikas are not a commentary on the 
rules of P&nini's grammar, and that it was not KAty&yana’s 
intention to explain the meaning and the import of those rules, 
as they have been explained, eg. by the author of the KAsikft 
Vptti. But it is in my opinion equally true that KfttyAyana, 
in composing his Vftrttikas, did not propose to himself the 
task of finding fault with PAnini j for he justifies the rules of 
his predecessor as often as he finds fault with them. So far 
from calling KfttyAyana an unfair antagonist of P&pini, I 
would rather claim for him the title of a follower and judicious 
admirer of PAnini, who dispassionately examines the rules 
laid down by his master, considers the objections which have 
actually been or which might be raised to them, is ever ready 
to defend and justify PAnini, and corrects, adds to, or aban¬ 
dons the rules propounded by him, only when no other course 
is left open. It is true, KfttyAyana states the objects of some 
of PAnini's rules in order to show that those objects arc attained 
without those rules, and that the latter may therefore be dis¬ 
pensed with,—but he also explains to us the object and the 
purport of other rules in order either to show that those rules 
are not too widely applicable, or to obviate the objection that 
they are unnecessary. He states the objections to which the 
possible interpretations of a particular rule would be liable, 
but he also shows that those interpretations arc nevertheless 
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admissible, or suggests himself a correct interpretation. He 
discusses the several views that might be entertained regard- 
ing the objects of PAnini’s rules, or their relation to other 
rules, and he states the objections to which those views 
would be open,—but in many instances he also refutes the 
objections advanced, and brings forward arguments in favour 
of one or more of the views propounded. He raises objec¬ 
tions to whole rules or to particular terms employed in them, 
but he not seldom also proves those objections to be unfound¬ 
ed, and shows the correct way of applying a rule, or explains 
the import of a particular term, for the very purpose of meet¬ 
ing objections that might possibly be raised. If it cannot be 
denied that in many cases he corrects PAnini’s rules, or sug¬ 
gests additional rules, it must also be admitted that there are 
many instances in which he proves that such corrections or 
additional rules are altogether uncalled for, or rendered un¬ 
necessary so soon as we adopt one or another maxim of inter¬ 
pretation the validity of which is proved by examples covering 
the whole range of P&yini's grammar. And if it is true on the 
one hand that some of PAnini’s rules are declared by him 
unnecessary, it is on the other hand equally true that other 
rules which at first sight might seem to be unnecessary, are 
upheld by him and justified. 

The object of the VArttikas is then no other than this, 
without bias or prejudice to discuss such objections as might 
be raised to the rules of PApini's grammar, and on the one 
hand to justify PAyini by defending him against unfounded 
criticism, and on the other hand to correct, reject, and 
add to, the rules laid down by him, where defence and 
justification were considered impossible. And this is in my 
opinion the true meaning of the definition of the term as 

recorded by N 4 gojibhatta, q* a -rffthw* 

The VArttikas consider whether anything has been omitted in 
the SOtras that should have been stated, and whether there is 
in them anything that is superfluous, faulty, or objection¬ 
able. A consideration of this nature would lead either to 
the justification of Pauini or to his condemnation, and 
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KAtyayana has given us ample proof that he has both justified 
and condemned the Sfltras of PAnini, the former perhaps even 
more than the latter. And from this point of view it will no 
longer be possible to question whether certain statements in 
the introductory Ahnika of the Mah&bh&shya have been cor¬ 
rectly called V&rttikas by the native grammarians; for it must 
be patent to every one that the nature and object of those 
statements in no way differ from those of the rest of 1 <A- 
tyAy ana’s V&rttikas. If it is admitted that the words and their 
meanings are fixed and settled by common usage, it may well 
be questioned whether the rules laid down by P&nini are 
at all necessary, and it must therefore be shown that and why 
they are necessary*; and if it is the object of grammar to lay 
down rules for the correct formation of those words which 
people actually use, it docs not seem improper to enquire 
whether PAnini, in teaching the formation of such words as 
would not appear to be in use, has not laid himself open to 
just ccnsure.t If, moreover, wc are promised some trans¬ 
cendent benefit from the study of P&nini's grammar, we may 
well ask whether, to secure that benefit, it is sufficient for us 
to know the right words, as they have been taught by PAnini, 
or whether we only have to employ them. % It is also fair 
matter for discussion whether the name chosen for the science 
taught by P&ijini is altogether appropriate and unobjectionable.§ 

t wtw: tfrt 
apnfPT: 

X ** i 

. ftPPb I 

§ <0 *qT*t*T * -jw*-1 
^ -= 3^:1 

11 

a 
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And finally, when we are told that P&nini intended to teach 
the correct formation of words actually used, wc may well 
raise the question why he should have commenced his grammar 
with an enumeration of the letters.* 

Though I am obliged to differ from Prof. Goldstucker, I am 
not altogether at a loss to understand what may have led 
him to describe the nature and the object of the VArttikas as 
he has done. The work which first brought the Sfltras of 
PAnini and the VArttikas of KAtyfiyana within the range of 
the studies of European scholars, was the Calcutta Edition of 
PAnini. The editors of that work did not consider it neces¬ 
sary to append all the VArttikas to their gloss; and unfortu¬ 
nately they in most cases selected those which contained 
objections and corrections, and omitted those others in which 
the corrections were rejected and the objections refuted f (see 
on P. I, i, I; 7; 12; 20; 22; 24; 26; 29, &c). Starting 
from such a selection of VArttikas as they had given, it was 
not unnatural to arrive at the conclusion, which Prof. Gold- 
stiickcr actually has arrived at, a conclusion which not even his 
subsequent profound knowledge of the MahAbhftshya could 
induce him to modify. 

We turn to Patanjali. That Patanjali has refuted some of 
the objections, that he has rejected some of the additional 
rules of KAtyftyana, no student of the MahAbhftshya would 
think of denying. But it is altogether contrary to fact to say 
that all the VArttikas have been refuted by Patanjali, or to 
maintain that the MahAbhftshya has been composed for the 
justification of Pftyini. In proof of this assertion it would 
suffice to - refer the reader to the analysis of part of the Mahft- 
bhftshya which I have given above, and in which I have shown 

* 3^: I 

3fr^g'T^Tif?fT'gPrf?r ’TftfffTRbrr II 

t To use two terms which have been employed, e.g. by Bha^ojidik- 
shita on P. I. I, 10, the Calcutta editors have given us the PCirvapaksha- 
vArttikas, but they have omitted the Sidd/ianft/-va,rll\kas. 




that more than half of the 135 VArttikas pointed out have 
been unreservedly adopted by Patanjali; but 1 will try to 
corroborate it by additional evidence. I have stated already 
that whereas in the case of P. I, 1, 6 KAtyAyana only objects 
to the words of that rule, Patanjali proves the whole 

rule to be superfluous; and that while K&ty&yana defends P. I, 
1, 36 from an objection, his defence is not accepted, and 
PAuini’s rule altered, by Patanjali. I have also shown that 
Patanjali declares the Tfa either of P. 1, 1, 23 or 25 to be 
superfluous, and that he rejects the rule I, 1, 49, which had 
been justified by KAtyAyana, in the sense ordinarily ascribed 
to it, altogether. Similarly, while KAtyAyana thinks it right 
to defend P. I, 1,8 from a possible objection, Patanjali rejects 
the word «jcg from that rule; and while KAtyAyana on P. I, 1, 
41 enumerates three cases as the only ones for which rt would 
be necessary to term an AvyaytbhAva Avyaya, Patanjali 
rejects the rule altogether. In the same way Patanjali refutes 
a VArttika on P. I, i, 56 which shows the purport of that rule, 
and he tries to prove that PAnini’s rule may be dispensed 
with; and he shows on P. I, 1, 62 that cither the of 

the preceding rule or the first of I, 1, 62 may be omitted. 
Such a proceeding cannot be called justifying PAnini. 

The MahAbhAshya is in the first instance a commentary on 
Kdtyfiyana's Vdrttikas. This must be evident from all I have 
had occasion to state in the first part of this enquiry, and this 
too is the view entertained by the native grammarians. Punya- 
rfija informs us that Patanjali composed his work qrf^rirsqT- 
and Jinendrabuddhi, when commenting on the 
word in the introductory verse of the KAsikA-vritti, tells us 
distinctly KTWPFTZ'itmr W F^FTT 'TfFSsrfoJT’ftaK- 

But Patanjali did not rest satisfied with being a mere com¬ 
mentator. Having started as a commentator, he became a 
follower and imitator of the man whose work he was explain¬ 
ing. He unreservedly adopted KAtyAyana’s method of dis¬ 
cussing the SAtras of PAnini, and like most imitators carried 
that method to extremes. Finding that KAtyAyana had left 
unnoticed certain SAtras of PAnini which were or which might 
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appear to be liable to objection, he drew those rules within the 
range of his discussion, and either refuted the objections to 
which they seemed to be open, or showed that PAnini was really 
in the wrong and that his rules ought to be corrected. Or 
finding that KAtyAyana had failed to notice objections to rules 
which had been discussed by him, he thought it necessary to 
do what had been left undone by his master. On the other 
hand, not approving of the way in which certain objections 
had been met by KAtyAyana, or finding that the objec¬ 
tions refuted by the latter admitted of different refutations, he 
either substituted his own refutations for those of KAtyAyana, 
or strengthened the views held by that scholar by additional 
arguments of his own. Again, believing himself to be in the 
possession of arguments by which to refute objections to 
PAnini's rules which had been stated by KAtyAyana, but which 
the* latter had been unable to refute, or by which to prove the 
uselessness of corrections or additional rules which KAtyAyana 
had thought fit to adopt, he employed those arguments to 
refute those objections, corrections, and additional rules, and 
in doing so he refuted the VArttikas of KAtyAyana. On the 
other hand, there arc not wanting instances in which he proved 
his superior skill by showing that KAtyAyana had done wrong 
in defending PApini, and by supporting the very objection 
which KAtyAyana had laboured to refute. If by adopting such 
a course of procedure Patanjali has defended PAnini from some 
of the objections brought against him by KAtyAyana, it is on 
the other hand equally true that in many cases his criticism 
is much more thorough-going and destructive than KAtyAyana's, 
and that PAnini has suffered more at his hands than at those 
of the V&rtti’kakAra.* 

• Where there is a difference of opinion between PAnini and KAtyA- 
yana, or between KAtyAyana and Patanjali, or between all the three, 
the native grammarians attach a higher value to the views of KAtyAyana 
than to those of PAnini, and a higher value again to those of Patanjali than 
to those either of KAtyAyana or of PAnini. That such should be the case 
is not unnatural, and it might appear unnecessary to allude to it here, 
were it not that Prof. Weber has expressed a somewhat different view 
when discussing the meaning of the word-4^d<y-7d«iy</(Ind.Stud. XIII, 
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The object which K&ty&yana and Patanjali have in view 
throughout their works, is one and the same; the nature of 
their remarks on Panini’s rules is identically one; both differ 
in the form which they have given to their discussions and in 
the extent to which they have carried them, and to which they 
have availed themselves of such artifices as Nipdtana, 
Jniipaka, &c. Were we to omit the text of the VArttikas and 
to retain only Patanjali's explanations of them, or were we to 

page 317). Prof. Goldstiicker was of opinion that this word denoted 
Patanjali as the countryman of the AchArya, understanding by Achdrya 
KAtyAyana. Prof. BhAndarkar had referred it likewise to Patanjali, but 
had understood it to mean 'AchArya the younger.’ Prof. Weber, without 
actually refuting these two interpretations, is apparently inclined to take 
the word, in accordance with PAnini’s rules, in the sense of ‘an unac¬ 
complished teacher,’ and he disposes of the objection that Kaiyafra, who 
uses the word AchAryadeMya, would not have called Patanjali an unac¬ 
complished teacher, by stating, that since Kaiya^a once has placed the 
V&rttikakAra even above the SAtrakAra, it would seem even less strange 
that he should have placed the same VArttiknkAra also above Patanjali, 
* although it would appear curious enough that he should have spoken 
of Patanjali in so disparaging a manner.’ Here Prof. Weber appears 
to have overlooked the fact that Kaiyafca in another place of his work has 
distinctly told us his views as to the relative value of the teachings of 
PAx^ini, KAtyAyana, and Patanjali. For when commenting on a passage 
of the MahAbhAshya on P. I, I, 29, Kaiyafa lays down the well-known 
maxim * the later the Muni, the greater his autho¬ 

rity;’ KAtyAyana is a higher authority than PAnini, and Patanjali a higher 
authority than KAtyAyana or PAnini. 

The word AchdryadcHya does mean ‘an unaccomplished teacher,’ and 
it is opposed to Achdrya: but it is not synonymous with Patanjali, nor 
does the word Achdrya necessarily denote KAtyAyana. Those who are 
acquainted with the method followed in the MahAbhAshya, must be aware 
that in many cases Patanjali does not at once acquaint us with the final 
and correct view {Siddhdnta) on the matter under discussion, but leads up 
to it by degrees. While doing so, he not seldom propounds views which 
contain a part of the truth, but which, as they contain truth mixed with 
error, are subsequently abandoned in favour of the Siddhdnta. And in 
these cases it is customary with the commentators to consider those views 
which are partly correct and partly incorrect, as views of an AchdryadcHya, 
a disputant who has some idea of the true state of the case but does not 
know the whole truth, and to contrast with them the views of the 


translate Patanjali's original remarks into, the language of 
KAtyAyana, we should find it an exceedingly hard task, a task 
in most cases altogether impossible of solution, to distinguish 
between the two grammarians. Of this fact the native com¬ 
mentators were well aware, and hence discussions such as 
those of N&gojibhatta on P. 1, i, 12, as to whether Patanjali is 
giving his own remarks, or is commenting on V&rttikas which 
have been omitted in the MSS.* 


It is not seldom that in the works of European scholars we 
meet with the statement that Patanjali has commented on and 
explained the rules of PAnini; but that statement can be 
accepted as true only if a meanin g be assigned to the words 

Achdrya, the disputant whose views arc entirely correct and finally adopted. 
They in fact employ the two terms in the same manner in which they also 
use the words Siddhdntyckudciin and Siddhdntin. Where Patanjali 
leads up to a Vdrttika which is finally adopted by him, by stating a view 
which is only partly correct, the view to which he thus ff'^' cxprcss.on 
is the view of an AchdryadMya, and the view taken in the VArtuka 
that of the Achdrya. But where the two views, ns happens to be the case 
not unfrcqucntly, are both propounded by Patanjali, Patanjali himself 
is both the Achdryadciiya and also the Achdrya. When commenting on 
the VArltika F- '• «■ PaUnjaU ■*,«. ih, ,uy»n 

whether the word q^ofthat VArt. is an instance for or 

in the preceding VArt. qtfpfa*K° In lhc words & 

he first states the view that it is an instance for q*tfa*TC; but that 
view he afterwards abandons in favour of the correct view that q^is an 
instance for ar®f>T*it- »n *»» case there is no question between a view 
of Patanjali’s and one of Kftty&yana’s; both views are propounded by 
Patanjali. And yet NAgojibhaMa contrasts the two views with each 
other, by calling the view first stated that of the Achdryudcblya. It is the 
view of an AchAryadcSiya, because it is partly correct and partly incorrect; 
qz; is an instance for the V&mika but it is an instance for the 

term of that VArttika, and not for qtffvm?. See also for a 

similar example Kaiyata on P. IV, 1, 162. 

• The question on P. I, 1, 12 is, whether in the words api^T q?^r°— 
(on page 79* of the Benares Edition) Pantanjali is giving 
his own arguments or is commenting on the three VArttikas inqqflrqWST 1 
H qr U omitted in the mss. (*Nr). 
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explanation and comment, which those words do not convey 
generally. For, so far as my own experience goes, Patanjali 
never tells us the import of a whole rule or of a particular 
term of a rule, he never quotes instances or counterinstanccs, 
for the simple purpose of explanation, but always does so 
either to show that such rule is absolutely necessary, and that 
the objects for which it has been given are not attained by 
other rules, in other words, to justify P&nini; or he docs so 
for the purpose of showing subsequently that such rule or part 
of a rule is not necessary, and that it therefore may be dis¬ 
pensed with. The BhushyaVbxn, in short, is not a VrittikkrK, 
and the functions of both arc carefully kept separate by the 
commentators. When Patanjali on P. I, i, 4 asks why P&nini 
has employed the terms vjpj and in his rule, and when 

he quotes counterinstanccs, apparently to explain the meaning 
and import of those terms, Kaiyata shows us the real purpose 
of Patanjali’s proceeding by saying 

1 andNft- 

gojibhatta justifies Kaiyata’s remark by adding snj 

wrtnnitr: ll And when Patanjali on P. I, 1, S 7 asks why PAijini 
has employed the term in his rule, and when in answer 
to that question he quotes a number of counterinstanccs which 
by thq term srn: would seem to be excluded from PAjjini’s 
rule, Kaiyata again considers the occasion worthy of remark 
and tells us that the question has been raised (not to explain 
Pftiiini’s rule, but) to show that for some of the Pratyudft- 
haragas which are given in the commentaries, the term 
would be unnecessary (‘qTrfrft 

tmr and Nflgojibhatta again appends to 

Kaiyata’s remark the explanatory statement 

3 w When on P. I, 1, 

50 Patanjali asks for an example of that rule, Kaiyata shows 
the reason for that question by saying ftFSfafr 

H*r : ; and when Patanjali on I, 1, 56 enquires why P&nini has 
employed the term instead of saying merely WFft, 

Kaiyata informs us of the real import of Patanjali’s question 
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by stating farrrT <TOr«I$fT ^TT W- Nowhere 

does Patanjali explain Panini for the simple purpose of explan¬ 
ation, but like a second VArttikak&ra, he enquires whether any¬ 
thing has been omitted in the Stitras that should have been 
stated, or whether in them there is anything superfluous, faulty, 
or at all liable to objection. 

Here I conclude. To show in detail the differences between 
KAtyAyana and Patanjali would be a task full of interest, and 
highly instructive, as showing the progress which the science 
of grammar had undoubtedly made from the time of KAtyAyana 
to that of Patanjali, and as tracing in the work of the latter 
the germs of those failings which have continued growing and 
increasing in the works of the later grammarians ever since. 
But that task does not lie within the scope of this enquiry, 
nor would the materials at my command justify my undertak¬ 
ing it at present. My purpose is attained if in future it will be 
impossible to stigmatize KAtyAyana as an unfair antagonist of 
PApini, and to speak of Patanjali as refuting the VArttikas of 
KAtyAyana, ox justifying PAijini. 


APPENDIX. 


In order to enable the reader to judge for himself of the 
value of the Varttikap&tha which I have mentioned on page 6, 
I publish below the first chapter of that work from the MS. in 
my possession. 
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gSr ft *nf*r»r: II 
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srttMtMHPFfHr HidicM^Wt ^nTT^: II 




( 6i ) 


TTJ^qrf ^^TTfom^ft II 

ar^TT gfl-gfifnr^sTRift' II H il 
wfrf^ || 

qprar'q «ftaw f^cfjww^ I faWT MfatiiTft f 
JTT rrs^ll 

rff^rrr-^m^ffrrF 5 11 ^ W 
qq* *T^ <p*Tfa d-'^H-'FPFFT «FT^f ^ l7 i’ F ^ | 
rHT: ^rf^T'TT ^ ^FT^T^^T: ^TT: II 

jprfoTffi **°t 5 ^ nftfafSr^T % I 

F^TTc^rrr^T? ,7 T ^ ^ ^■qrftJTRT ^ <nt 11 

^5 f^f^^TTf^ =r || 

pq-^?T: II HU 

| =T ^r *ff|qT<T^$*ty<*fTf^ || 

ll *\ U 

^ j^ j ^qff qqRJ: q%3Fff*tf?t qft'n 7 ^ II 

ffc-€u**ffi»irii 

^rc 3TT5rnrqfrT ^ wr^m: q^c^^qqi^- 

*TTWF?m%fr | fir <rf$ I ^ 1 %^ fSFF: I rsft ft sr- 
?qfr qry^t I W fcqrlV 

fm^r d*'^nt sfarrcpr fasrfor *r*ft II 
sT ^rMic q q f 4t j iiRtfl’Jr4(^r^' 

|| 



vtvnpj*r**rftft || 
<rtf*r wrWm ii ii 


>■ ■* ■ ~ - 

| aTTT: *TptqW <TFTT^'^Tr5‘ 11 

n ^ 11 


TTR'Fq’rfn^^f R^T'TR^T^T: II 

I £far^rorftra 3 l , ?rer ft vr 

3^ *T^ > 7 ^ 1 % 11 

wr^fi- npr % *g*n nr urafttit *tpt * $ >jprr >rnf?r || 
;ftft <T ft qrr*r»rrt m || 

(TZTI^3J ^^Tfr^vrf ^TtfT^: | faTrf^nrf^T^ 11 
3 TT(^% ’GRTO’ | f^Tf^Wr || 

Vflftnlt ^ 5 RTFT Jrfrfttff n^ 7 *T: | || 

^ JTf^T II 

nr: iTflfrft || 

q- <T*RT° II V 11 

^mr^n^T <w n ssrrfaqfrfn ^rr^q; || 
f^nn’-TTc^ ^nrPrf?^ «<?q h 11 
*r ^t^jt || 

^q - ^pre rr^ ^ nqrfcqrfn || 


fT^T <?fa: *1mf^r ngr^m^rfr q^^rn; I! 
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v* II 

^ Wcq’^TcWtf %flr 11 
5 r $w c4T^q^|| 

?rffcrr*rpr Rrf?& <rihw li ^ il 
w?rfa'ftr w^41R?3Tr sr^far^ 11 

ST <?T STOCTHTWITF II V s * II 
^-TTfjtKFrf II 

=r Frr^rS^ II 
faw*iiwR&«r CRrrcrfciJl 
ft^TPT ^rTfC^FTT ^ »TcFTrtrSjT I tffaPT T^fas 


wrfa: FFT2-9T UTfaSJ <Tg 3W I 
aR% *T*r*f Wfaj** TfFOTPTT: II 
^*fWsr**rwil , *^ll 
SRT*Twc<l*(f*pft Rfr^V: || 
ar^^r^'TrT: *r^rr*Ti ^ J 4 ^ <*41 **t 


lttitUkLi. 


sr$=Tmrs*retftfr 
HWVrftTT' 
irf?^ ^ r 

f^nr* ^ ^rJr^R^ || 
rt^r || 





|| 

|| 

g^rq?4t^i[r«^% *FTRPr 11 
Rt^|f^^qrT'T7TqHT^; 11 
3f^$r *)fe<«i<4i: II 

vqfcpq: II 

^i ^ii^'Trrt <r*q ^tK'T^qr q | <$ q *qnr*. 11 

5 T<W^ q q$q Jpfrqq^ 11 

7 c*rqW>T qrTsqrqT; || 

arSq’R^^r qp%qrq«^rft srrfrs^j^ |] 

^faq*qnrqqRrfaqr qR^^q q 11 

qfarr^rPjR<i * i m <*q*q ffq qr^n^ 11 

*J%<hmymi° u n 

qmftqsq ^Ttfsrr qq7«qr || 

^Hnrrr^r q r qqrsqr || 

^ r-d 14 RqRqfqqrsRrftTq qrfrsq^ | f%*RqRfffbr- 
•hrcq^nj qqrq: || 

(WWftft ^ II «»||) 
qr^RTRTf^ qgqffcft qn53<rpr% q *rt 
Rrd *qf?r qqr qrq q?rfa || 

<r^!rrsrt?*r n ^u 
qRjoqq^ || 

11 ^ *iqcqrfcqiqqf^r^ qifrTqrqf^) innrr- 

^■qTq^T W?T: »TR: l| 

- 











, tp ,-> x 


:cfy 



4 A booh that is shut is but a block 1 
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